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REMARKS 

Upon emry of the present amendment, claims 1 -26 are pending in the 
\m n - 0 , rd 6 >v v <- ^ ca^ - , . ^ ~ 

- . \ \ N .> , ^ f to tats cut n , 

claims 1 6, and 19, 

The specification has been amended lo address the Examiners concerns with 
v N . v -> sr. ademarks 

1 • Rejection of claims 1-5, 10, 11, and 14-25 under Judicially Created Doctrine 
M.0Mi.0Msness4vpe Double Patenting, 

C J ? s 1, and 14-25 stand pnM * < S n> 

created doctnno of obviousness-type double patent ng a 
claims 1-23 of copending U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 10/510.983 and claims 13- 
18 of copending U.S. Patent Application Serial No. 10/512.130. Since neither the 
present claims nor the claims of any of the copending app cat o s iave la at patented 

^ ^ \ a s . * , a \i oca be determined Spec k t < 

been patented and there is no way to compare the hue dairns an r ses 
s e ther clai s are otherwise a opll -a< ! 

a i la tt c ot\ ^ \x ^ , 

n jc ctsons unfit the claims are in final term and olhenaise in condition for allowance and 
< 1 > a. ss alleged is allowed. Until such time, there is no 

double patenting and no way to determine double patenting. 

v o Office Actor discuss raa, \ 
rejection and related issues the Examiner referred to Application Serial No. 10/638,723 
(paragraph 5 on page 3 of Office Action dated January 1 1 , 2007} as being "discussed 

of specified Of lice Annan. Applicants respectfully request clarification. 
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2. \ >t Cja>ms,4^jjndef35, U.S.C. §112, second paragraph 

0 a ' * ^ ^ a v < (. N v > u n to i < < ik , v ! 

for the phrase *at least one polymer". Claims 4-8 have beers amended to recite "at least 
one sweliabie polymer", a phrase that can be founc n 
removal of the rejection of claims 4-6 is respectfully ray. •■ r a * •• 

amendment. 

3, Rejection of claims 1-5, 14-18, 22-25 under 35 U.S.C, §1 03(a) as being 
^iMo* vor by Rooerts et al., u ^ ' 

The PTO states: 

"Poor art to Roberts et al. discloses stable mixtures of colloidal 
silica, which is metal modified, and a film-forming polymer The 
>sit s vciude silca aq. xi * *. c ^ 

modified,, and colonized to a pH of 2 t 
polymer such as polyvinyl alcohol (abstract). " * - , c , - 

vie < si?? o< * :o " r ,0 - v i a ! e vv -> > tn 
amounts of 5-40% by wt. The composit is iv v t he n lu x 
N " < N < sos known in the binder art, sue 1 a< m 

oe such a* ethylene glycol etc mo l ^~ ^' ^0 

" *k , - 1 n LNomtnftr reik)* on Roberts c i 

H ic lized colloidal silica aquasoi and a water soluble 
^ * As-smart' Furthermore Exa v jso 

Roberts to h es such *»o poht t > no m , o v ihu 

(col. - lines 56-58} can be added to these compositions. Examiner states that these 

i its invention obvious as such additives are amphiphiles (Office 
i iated . tnuar ! ^ 2007 page 8} Applican i t 1 

^ - v * >. ^ v spoct fully disagree. 

^ , * . ~ule that is bot 1 
S s " \ a N i > «r ^ -\ a \ ' - k x m> „ 

yc * >oiar hydrocarbon chain. A > r eqt es 

amphiphiles to be either monoalcohols having from 3-8 carbon atoms or aliphatic 



- 1 o & Dock No 

polyois, especially ciiols, having from 3-12 carbon atoms. Specifically, Applicants' 
s« f propano ^ opanoL butanol or isobutanoi. 
The prior art teaches that additives can be added to hinder compositions. 
SpeC'tioa K R , w-- N "te ^ tnat poiyethyK \ ^ c ^ % - N m % 

be used as such additives. However these additives are not classified as i h 
as each is known to one of ordinary skill in the art as being hydrophihe. 

es required by the prior art of R ^ n 
enough hydrocarbon chains or have too many rue w . ^ i ■ N N w 

nn \ N %< te ,v ^rx^jrrHipl! " ^ 
which is an additive specified by Roberts, contains carbon atoms and hydroxide ions in 
s 1 1 ratio " v *s s nlike butane an amphsphue so ^ ^ N . > < > ' m' 1 st 
s ana a hydroxyi group N a alio 
\^ °^ a N w -a^ ^ v\>s- N of obviousness, t 1 ^ a - voo- . « w vw 
First there must be some suggestion or motivation either n the Ni - a' ces th< 

, n iva ao<6 to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the 

reference or to combine reference teachings. Sec . n o ihc , - n 
; ^ <\.iai a 1 - * ! ^ ->s mrmlly, the prior art reference (or references when combined) 

a o ve v a m limitations The te. 
the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success rnusi boti be 

488, 20 USPQ 2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

in this case, the cited pnor art fails to provide a prima facie case of obviousness 
* v \ in- , e ^ v < t o ! 

independent claim 1 , i.e., at least one amphiphiie. Second, Roberts fails to provide any 
, , - < «. Acco n new « 

Roberts does not provide a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Reoonskterecion arte withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

4. i fitter 

v as - 1 N vki ^ > ! 

claim. However, the Examiner has indicated that these claims would foe allowable if 
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s ? N - e t k rm ncluding ai! of the limitations of the base claim and any 

intervening claims Applicants appreciate the Examiner's indicator a\<«\\aWrv urn 
respectfully assert in light of the remarks provided herein, that all of the pending claims 
are allowable, 



CONCLUSION 



\ \ , o V respectfully submit that the Application and pending claims are 
patentable in view of the foregoing amendments and/or remarks. A Notice of 
w ^ - . . v requested. As always the L -a* - * c no a , h « m-~nt 

* 3 Jlephone i set conversation would be helpful. 
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